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- Dear Ms. Townsend:

~ The Industrial Environmental Association is an organization representing manufacturing,
technology and biotechnology companies with member facilities throughout the State of
California.

We have reviewed the State Water Resources Control Board’s Draft Staff Report’
detailing the proposed adoption and implementation of sediment quality objectives
(SQOs) for enclosed bays and estuaries of California, including the Appendices, and
available supporting documentation for the recommended methods. To the extent
‘possible, we have generated both general and specific comments on the technical merits
of the Board’s recommendations (please see attachment). Unfortunately, it is not
possible to perform a complete, scientific evaluation of the Board proposal, given the
* limited information provided. Our primary comment on the Draft Report is that it falls
well short of the level of documentation, justification, and validation that would be
required to evaluate, let alone justify, a new technical policy with such sweeping
implications. Nevertheless, we have identified a number of serious technical problems
with the proposed process, as we understand it. Our chief concerns include:

e Reliance on several novel evaluation tools and indices of adverse effects that
have not been adequately reviewed or validated to form the basis of policy.

e Reliance on overly simplistic, categorical labels to characterize highly
complex, quantitative relationships between sediment chemistry and biology.
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o Failure to explain or justify thresholds of putative effect.

e Use of simplistic methods to combine disparate lines of evidence without any
' apparent justification or analysis of accuracy.

¢ Lack of any reliance on, or even aéknowledg_ment of, the importance of
appropriate reference data and conditions in sediment characterization.

¢ Failure to adequately incorporate evaluation of non-chemical stressors and
other factors that may influence various lines of evidence.

e Absence of any apparent prediction tolerances or uncertainty analysis for most
o108 Of vidence. -

" e Absence of any truc sediment chemistry evaluation. Indices of toxicity and
benthic community effects are misrepresented as indices of sediment
chemistry. f

T Inapp'}'oprlate reliance on theoretical model-driven predictions of toxicity and
" bernithic community effects, when measured toxicity and benth1c community
endpomts are available.

e Useof inappropn'ate and/or inadequately justified statistical methods in the
development of novel indices of toxicity and benthic community impacts.

In short, the Draft Report makes many poorly supported recommendations, many of
which are inconsistent with good scientific practice and current standards in sediment
assessment and characterization. We do not believe the Draft Report is adequate to even

- permit a proper review of the Board’s proposed methods. Itis certainly inadequate to

serve as the basis for a Statewide SQO process.

Meaningful evaluation of the Board technical proposals requires review of the
information used to develop and calibrate the proposed assessment methods, including
but not limited to details and data used to generate the many quality thresholds upon
which the method relies. We respectfully request that the Board make these details and
data publicly available, and extend the comment period to allow the review and analysis
necessary for meaningful public comment on the proposed SQOs.




Comments on Draft SQO Process

The following comments on the proposed adoption and implementation of sediment
quality objectives (SQOs) for enclosed bays and estuaries of California are based on a
review of the Draft Staff Report (the report) issued by the State Water Resources Control
Board (the Board), dated September 27, 2007 (SWRCB 2007).

General Comments:
1. The proposed methods for deriving and applying SQOs include multiple tests and
* lines of evidence (LOEs). In addition to standardized, widely used “off-the-shelf”
assessment tools (e.g., standard toxicity tests), several novel methods were
developed by the Board solely for this purpose (e.g., chemical score index or
~ CSI). Other published methods were adapted or modified specifically for the
current use (e.g., California logistic regression model or LRM). It is not possible
to fully assess the scientific basis, validity, or relevance of all of the proposed
tools, based on the limited documentation provided in the report. In order to
scientifically evaluate the proposed methods, it would be necessary to fully
review the data and theoretical basis of all methods proposed, and to examine the -
validation process and interpretation of results that have led the Board to propose
their adoption. At best, the report makes passing reference to some selection
b criteria employed (in choosing logistic regression approaches for example), but in
no case does the report contain the technical backup, data, or detail to enable any
reviewer to perform an independent evaluation of the proposal. Much more detail
is required to adequately assess the proposed methods, as well as adequate time to
review it. ' '

In particular, no confidence limits or analysis of uncertainty associated with the
predictions of the proposed methods, or inherent in the integration of such diverse
endpoints into a single score, is included in the report. If such an analysis has not
been performed, it is essential this be done and adequately evaluated prior to
adoption or implementation of the SQO process.

The report is primarily devoted to documentation of the purposes, objectives, and
intended benefits to the public of ecological SQO development. However, the
underlying scientific justification for the proposed assessment methods is only

" superficially described. The Appendices to the report include a step-by-step guide
to application of the proposed methods, and an example calculation, but little in
the way of rationale for selection of specific recommended methods. This is
particularly the case with respect to novel sediment evaluation tools that were
developed specifically for this purpose (e.g., CSI), or modified from the original
application (e.g., LRM). Implementation of the proposed sediment
characterization process requires many explicit and implicit assumptions that are
not adequately explained or justified in the report.

2. The proposed assessment method is based on integrating multiple LOEs. Three
primary LOEs (sediment chemistry, toxicity, and benthic community impacts) are




